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April 17, 1985
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Ralph B. Jordan o=
County Counsel -
County of Kern s
Administration and Courts ..
Building, Fifth Floor )
™~

1415 Truxtun Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Re: Your Regquest for Advice
Our No. A-85-069- =,

Dear Mr. Jordan:

You have requested that our agency review your office's
memorandum regarding the economic interests of Mr. Randall L.
Abbott and Mr. Steven G. Ladd, Planning Director and Deputy
Planning Director, respectively, of the County of RKern. Your
request is made with their concurrence and they have reviewed
and approved the factual statement in your memorandum as to its
accuracy. You have graciously agreed to a two-day extension on
the time period for our response pursuant to Government Code
Section 83114(b).

Qur review and advice is general in nature and will not
comment upon any past actions taken by these two gentlemen. I
will set forth below the facts as stated in your office's
memorandum and then I will comment on the conclusions reached in
the memorandum, by number, and I incorporate the memorandum.in
its entirety as a part of this letter, rather than restate all
its contents.

FACTS

Randall L. Abbott, Planning Director, and
Steven G. Ladd, Deputy Director, with their wives
purchased one Jay Carter Model 25 wind turbine on
December 9, 1982. That turbine is designated as Tower
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141, Generator #160, and located in Row 2, Site 12, in
the Oak Creek Energy Systems Wind Park near

Tehachapi. The purchase price of $80,000 (plus $4,800
sales tax) for the turbine was financed by a $40,000
loan from Sierra National Bank of Tehachapi, a loan of
$25,000 from Oak Creek Energy Systems, Inc., sSecured
by the wind turbine, and cash for the balance paid in
June of 1983 by buyers (approximately $5,000 by each
of the four). The loan from Oak Creek Energy Systems,
Inc., is evidenced by a Collateral Promissory Note
(Without Recourse) dated December 9, 1982, and
provides for the loan and repayment of $25,000 due on
December 8, 2002, payable gquarterly in the amount of
$934.75 with interest at the rate of 14% per annum.

Mr Abbot and Mr. Ladd with their wives executed a
Wind Turbine Sales and Management Agreement on
December 9, 1982, which provides for the sale,
installation, maintenance, and management of the
system. Costs of management were included in the
sales price for 1982, but thereafter would be 2 1/2%
of gross. The same parties executed a Site Ground
Lease with Oak Creek Energy Systems, Inc., for a term
of 20 years commencing on December 9, 1982, for a
monthly rental of 7 1/2% of gross sales for each site
leased for a wind generating machine. "Gross sales"”
are defined in the lease agreement as the total
selling price of all merchandise or services sold or
rendered in, on, or from the premises, specifically
proceeds from all sales of electricity to Southern
California Edison from the wind generating machines
owned and operated by lessee on the premises leased.
For the quarter ending September 30, 1984, Wind
Machine $#2-12 owned by Abbott and Ladd generated
revenues of $696.24 from 7736 kilowatts. At 7 1/2%
these revenues resulted in lease fees of $52.22 for
the quarter. On an annual basis the land lease has an.
undiscounted value of $208.88 and over 20 years, the
term of the lease, $4,177.60. These figures are
projections and altogether -i2pendent on the gross
revenues generated quarterly.

In aciition a Maintenance and Servicing Agreement
was execu.ed on December 9, 1982 between Mr. Abbott
and Mr. Ladd with their wives and Wind Maintenance,
Inc. for a term of seven (7) years with an option to
renew for chirteen (l13) years. The cost of
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maintenance and repairs will be cost plus ten percent
(10%) not to exceed ten percent (10%) of the owner's
proceeds from the exploitation of the system.

Mr. Abbott and Mr. Ladd filed the requisite
Statements of Economic Interest on February 8, 1983,
and February 1, 1984, disclosing the wind turbine
ownership and associated loans. The site lease was
not disclosed and was not required to be disclosed
pursuant to 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18233(c).

REVIEW OF CONCLUSIONS

l. This is an accurate statement of the law. However,
under Government Code Section 871001/ all public officials are
subject to that section's disqualification requirements, whether
or not they are designated employees in their agency's Conflict
of Interest Code.

2. _Section 1126 is outside the Political Reform Act2/
and, hence, beyond the purview of this agency. You may wish to

consult with the Attorney Geperal's Qffice with regard to this

issue.

3. Based upon the valuation which you have provided, your
analysis is correct. See Section 82033, and the Commission's
Overstreet Opinion, 6 FPPC Opinions 12 at 16.

4. An outstanding loan is income, Section 82030(a), unless
it meets one of the exclusions in Section 82030(b) (8), (9) or
(10). ©Neither the loan from Seirra National Bank (a commercial
4ending 1nstitutlon, but more than $10,000) nor the note from

YaK (reek Znergy Systems (not a commercial lending institution)
meets @ criteria ror exclLuslon. Consequentl each loan_1s
mmrra
National Bank is a commercial lending institution, as long as
the loan is "made in the regular course of business on terms
available to the public without regard to official status,”
Sierra National Bank is not an economic interest under Section
87103(c). Because Oak Creek Energy Systems is not a commercial

1/ a1l statutory references are to the Government Code
unless otherwise stated.

2/ sections 81000-91015.
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lending institution, it is, as you have concluded, a source of
ingcome of $250 or more as defined 1in Section 87103 (c) .

S. Your conclusion is correct as long as it is remembered
that each disqualification situation must be resolved on the
partlcula facts involved and a blanket rule should not be

applled._

6. Your conclusion is correct as to those decisions for
which it is reasonably foreseeable that the effect of the
decision on QOak Creek Energy Systems will be material as to QOak
Creek. We have no information upon which to reach a conclusion
as to materiality. Consequently, you will need to examine the
facts carefully. This will remain the case so long as the
outstanding balance for each gentleman is $250 or more and for a
period of 12 months following the point in time where the
balance is reduced below that level.

7. As stated previously, we cannot comment on past
conduct.

8. Your conclusion is correct, subject to the caveat
contained in my comments, above, to numbers 4, 5 and 6.

9. As‘you have pointed out, the Political Reform Act does
not require divestiture, only disqualification on a
transactional basis. Beyond that, we cannot comment.

In terms of the Analysis portion of your office's
memorandum, the reference to "influencing legislative or
administrative action®™ is misplaced. The focus should be on our
regulation, 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18700 copy enclosed), for
determining what activities are proscrlbed._ With this
exception, the Analysis is correct with respect to its
discussion of the provisions of the Political Reform Act.
Again, we cannot comment on past actions or on the Section 1126
issue.

3/ However, this may change in the future. See enclosed
proposed regqulation 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18702.1.

8/ See also tne enclosed copy of our Advice Letter, No.

A-84-057, to Mayor Dianne Fienstein which discussed what
constitutes "participation®™ in a decision.
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I trust that this letter has provided you with the
assistance which you sought. Should you have any gquestions,
please do not hesitate to contact me at (916) 322-5901.

Sincerely,
Robert E.Cgéégigh :
Counsel

Legal Division

REL:plh
Enclosure

-21-



INITIAL STATEMENT OF REASONS

Adopt 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18702.1

Situation Addressed: Under Government Code Section 87100 no
public official shall make, participate in making, or in any way
attempt to use his official position to influence a governmental
decision in which he knows or has reason to know he has a
financial interest. Government Code Section 87103 states that a
public official has a financial interest in a decision if the
decision would have a reasonably foreseeable material financial
effect on certain financial interests. Officials have
difficulty in determining when the effect of a decision would be
material.

Purpose and Factual Basis: This proposed regulation defines
when a person or business entity "appears®™ before a public
official in connection with a decision. It describes when
disqualification will or will not be necessary based on the
person or business entity appearing before the official in
connection with the decision and the type of decision being
made. This regulation will provide additional guidelines to
public officials to determine their need to disqualify
themselves from participating in a governmental decision.

Studies and Reports Relied Upon: None.

Cost Estimates: There is no potential cost impact on private
persons or businesses; public agencies or school districts:
small businesses; or local, state, or federal government.

Use of Specific Technologies or Equipment: None
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‘D, 400A (8e71)

H

CONTINUATION SHEET

FOR FILING AOMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS

WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE
{(Pursuant te Govemmaent Code Section 11380.1)

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

Adopt 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section 18702.1l.

18702.1.

Disqualification

(a) Except as provided in subsection (c), a public

official shall not make, participate in making, or use his or

her official position to influence a governmental decision if:

4/4/85

(1) Any person which has been a source of income

(including gifts) to the official of $250 or more in

the preceding 12 months aprears before  the official in

connection with the decision;

(2) Any business entity in which the official has

a direct or indirect investment of 31,000 or more, or

in which the official is anABfficer, director, partner,.

trustee, emplovee, or holds any position of management,

appears before the official in connection with the

decision;

(3) The decision concerns the zoning or rezoning,

annexation or deannexation, sale, purchase or lease,

actual or permitted use, or inclusion in or exclusion

from any city, county, district or other local

government subdivision of, or taxes or fees assessed or

imposed on, or any similar decision as to real property

in which the official has a direct or indirect interest

of 31,000 or more;

-23-
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‘D. 400A (8:T1)

Ed
]

CONTINUATION SHEET

FOR FILING ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE

(Pursuont te Covernment Code Seetion 11230.1)

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

(4) The exnensaes or iancome of the official or his

or her immedlate familly will be increased or decreased

by at least $250 by the decision;- or

(S) It is reasonably foreseeable that the

decision will have a material financial effect, as

defined in-2 Cal. Adm. Code Sections 18702 or 18702.2,

on a source of income (including gifts) to the official

of $250 or more in the past 12 months, on a business

entity in which the official has a direct or indirect

investment of 31,000 or more or in which the official

is an officer, director, partner, trustee, employee, or

holds any position of management, or on any real

property in which the official has a direct or indirect

investment of 31,000 or more.

(b) A person or business entity appears before an

official in connection with a decision when that person or

entity, either personally or bv an agent:

4/4/85

(1) Requests the decision by filing an

application, petition, appeal, or other written or oral

request with the official or the official's agency;

{2) Is a named party in the proceeding concernina

the decision before the official or the body;én which

the official serves;

24~
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'0. 400 A (§+71)

[N

CONTINUATION SHEET
FOR FILING ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE

{(Pursvent te Covamment Cade Secrien 11330.1)

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

not have

(3) Attempts -0 influence the decision by oral or

written communications made directly to the official,

by testimony or written communications made part of the

written record before the official, or by statements,

tastimony or other oral or written presentations made

at any public or private hearing or meeting before the

official or the official's agency at which the official

is present.

(c) Notwithstanding subsection (a) an official does

to disqualify himself or herself from a governmental

decision

if:

4/4/85

(L) The effect of the decision on the official or

his or her immediate family, on the source of income to

the official, on the business entity-in which the

official has an investment or in which the official is

a director, officer, partner, trustee, emplovyee oOr

holds a position of management, or on real property in

which the official has a direct or indirect investment,

will not be distinguishable from its effect on the

public _generally as defined in 2 Cal. Adm. Code Section

18703,

(2) The decision only affects the salary, per

diem, or reimbursement for expenses the official or his

or her spcuse receives from a state or local government

-25-
3 18702.1
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‘O, 400A (B:71) ; CONTINUATION SHEET

FOR FILING AOMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
WITH THE SICAETARY OF STATE

{(Pursuent 1o Gevernment Cade Section 11380.1)

agency. This subsection does not apply to decisions to

hire, fire, promote, demote, or discipline an

official's spouse, or to set a salary for an official's

spouse which is different from- salaries paid to other

emplovees of the spouse's agency in the same job

classification or position.

(3) Although disgualification would ctherwise be

required under subsection (a) (1) or (a)(2), the

decision will have no financial effect on the person or

business entity who apvears before the official.

AUTHORITY: Gov. Code Section 83112

REFERENCE: Gov. Code Section 87103

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE

-26-
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The Grand Jury believes after reviewing these documents and
based upon the opinions expressed therein, that the Kern County
Planning Director and the Deputy Planning Director did and still
do hold interests which require disaualification as to any
decision which will have a reasonably foreseeable material
financial effect upon the developer, Oak Creek Energy Systems,
Inc. Becase of their ownership of a wind turbine, they should
not be involved in anv aspect of wind energy to avoid both actual
conflicts of Iinterest and the appearance of such conflicts and
should separate themselves from further involvement as a matter

of sound public policy.

The Grand Jury expects our countv officials, who serve the
public at taxpayers' expense, to act in a manner above reproach.
In the case just reviewed, it is considered that remarkably poor
judgment was exercised by the Director of the Planning Department
and his assistant,
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RETROSPECTION

The consideration of tax credits available to wind turbine
owners were not our charge, nor part of our investigation.
However, this tax credit aspect of windpark development
continually surfaced and would have one wonder if this is the
motivating force behind what the Grand Jury perceives as
disorderly and rapid windpark development. The Grand Jury would
be remiss in not mentioning this consideration. However, this
aspect of windpark development can only be addressed by tax

authorities.

It should again be mentioned that the concept of wind energy
is not being debated, and not all windparks are out of
compliance. The physical aspects relating to maintenance and

abandonment remain a legacy for Kern County to resolve.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. THE GRAND JURY RECOMMFNDS THAT THE ROARD OF SUPERVISORS
REOUFEST A CUMULATIVFE FNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT RFPORT FOR THE
LAND ENCOMPASSING PRESENT AND FUTURE WINDPARKS.

2. THE 1984-1985 GRAND JURY STRONGLY URGES EACH MFMBER OF
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO SUPPORT THF PUBLIC WORKS
DIRECTOR IN HIS ASSESSMENT AND ADVICE CONCERNING
NONCOMPLIANCFE. WITH THE WIND ENFRGY ORDINANCE.

3. THE GRAND JURY RECOMMENDS THAT IN ORDER TO FULLY
COMPREHEND CONTINUING COMPLAINTS AIMED AT APPROVED
VARIANCES, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SHOULD ACOUIRE
FIRST-HAND KNOWLEDGE BY PERSONALLY VIEWING PUBLIC WORKS
DEPARTMENT'S VIDEO TAPES AND BY ON-SITE INSPRCTION OF THE
AREAS OF CONCERN,

4, THE GRAND JURY RECOMMENDS THAT EACH MEMBER OF THE BOARD
OF SUPERVISORS REVIEW THE GRAND JURY'S PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORDS
OF AREAS IN OUESTION.

5. THE GRAND JURY RECOMMENDS THAT THE ROARD OF SUPFERVISORS
CONSIDER AND APPROVE AN ORNFER THAT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT
DIRFCTOR AND HIS DEPUTY REFRAIN FROM PARTICIPATING IN ALL
WIND ENERGY MATTERS ON BEHALF OF THE COUNTY OF KERN SO LONG
AS THEY HOLD THEIR CURRENT INTERESTS IN A WIND TURBINE IN
ORDER TO AVOID ACTUAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST AND THE
APPEARANCE OF SUCH CONFLICTS.
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15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20.

SUPPORT DOCUMENTS

Negative Declaration

Initial Study Review - Negative Declaration
Office Memorandum: FEnvironmental Consultations
Tehachapi Resource Conservation District
Tehachapi Resource Conservation District
Memorandum - Environmental Health Division
Letter of Protest

Page 3 - Proposed Wind Fnergy Ordinance, Minority Report

Letter of Opposition

S.0.S. Article - Tehachapi News

Sierra Club Correspondence

Sierra Club Correspondence

Kern County Building Inspection Department - Correspondence
Concerning Compliance

Sierra Club Correspondence

U.S. Department of Agriculture - Tehachapi Field Office
California Energy Commission

Kern County Office Memorandum: Status of Machines of Cannon
I & II

Tehachapi Wind Parks

Department of Public Works - Compliance Letter - (One of
Many)

Sierra Club Correspondence



WEGATIYE DECLARATION

TO WHOM [T MAY CONCERN:

Pursuant to the Californfa Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA),*" the State CEOA
Guidelines,*™ and the Kern County Guidelines for [mplementation of CEQA and Stats CEQA
Guidelines,™" the Kern County department, identified below, has made an Initial Study of
possible enviromental fmpacts of the following-described praject:

APPLICANT: (1) Cannon Financial Group, Inc.; (2) Cannon Capital Group

KPPLICATION: (1) Zone Change Case #2, Map #168; Zone Change Case #1, Map #180; Zone’
Change Case #2, Map #197; and Zone Change Case #7, Map #198; (2) Zone Change Case #§, Map
#197 and Zone Change Case #8, Map #197

LOCATION: (1) Portion of Section 1, T1IN, R14W, SBB&M; Portion of Section 6, T1IN, R13W,
SBBAM; Portion of Section 33, T12N, RI13W, SBBAM; Portion of Section 31, T32S, RAISE,
MDBAM; located generally i{n the Cameron C(anyon area, southerly of State Route 58, east
of Tehachapi; (2) Portion of Section §, T1lN, R13W, $3B&M; located generally in the
Cameron Canyon area, east of Tehachapi, County of Kern, State of California

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT: (1) This {s 2 zone change from £-8 R-S (20-acre Estate -
Suburban Res{dentfal) to E-8 R-S W-E (20-acre Estate - Suburban Residential - Wind
Energy) and A W-E (Exclusive Agricultural - Wind Energy); A-l1 (Light Agricul tural) to A
W-E (Exclusive Agricultural - Wind Energy); and £-8 R-F (20-acre Estate - Recreational
Forestry) and A-2 (General Agricultural) to A W-E (Exclusive Agricultural - Wind En-
ergy); to permit development of wind energy farms on approximately 617 acres. Developer
proposes to install an unspecified number of wind turbine generators for energy produc-
tion. Tower height 1s 60 feet with a 39-foot blade {n diameter. (2) A change in zone
gassigication from A-1 (Light Agricultural) to A W-E (Exclusive Agricultural - Wind

ergy

NITIGATION MEASURES Included 1n the Proposed Project to Avoid Potentially Sfgnificant
Effects ({f required):

in {mplementation of the Wind Energy zone, the following mitigation measures shall apply:
1. CDevelopment to coaply with the following geologic measures:

a. Any permanent structures constructed on site should be designed to at least minimum
requirements for Seismic Zone 4, based on the latest edition of the Uniform Build-
ing Code. If habitable structures are planned on this property, it is recommended
that subsurface exploration be performed at the proposed building site(s) to verify
the absence or presence of fault traces.

b. Wind turbine locations be such that in the event of collapse, the machine will not
damage structures on this or adjacent properties.

c. To minfmize the effects of soil creep and possible surficial slumping, foundations
for structures or towers should extend through the syrficial soil {into bedrock. If
towers are to be located in deep alluvial areas, a soils engineering report is
recommended to provide foundation recommendations. .

d. Site grading be such that erosion of surficial sofls, cut and fi11 slopes, and
access roads be ainimizad.

2. Applicant shall contact and comply with any measures proposed by the Soil Conservation
Service and the Tehachapi Resource Conservation District for erosion control.

3. Ouring actual development of the property, 1f subsurface cultural resgurces are encoun-
tered, they shall be left in place and a qualified archaeologist shall be called in to
examine the findings. Work shall not resume unt{l the archaealegist has reviewed the
findings, made recommendations for thei{r removal or preservation, and had a reasonable
opportunity to carry out any necessary mitigation procedures.

4, Provide a 30-foot radius of clear area at the base of each tower for fuel break.
a. No access rcad s to be greater than 15% gride or less than 20 feet wide.
AGENCY CONSULTATION REQUIRED: X Yes No

DOCUMENT #1
a1 #



AGENCTES CONSULTED: State Clesringhouse; K.C. Public Works/Roads: X.C. Public works: X.C.

Health Oept; K.C. Fire Dept.; X.C. Water Agency; Sofl Conservation Service; Resource
Conservation District - Tehachapi

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED BY: Fred S{mon/XKERN COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

FINDIRGS: [t has been found that this praject, as described and proposed to be mitigated
herein, will not have a significant effect on the enviromment, and that an environmental
impact report (EIR) 1s, therefore, not required by the CEQA. A brief statement of reasons
supparting such findings fs as follows:

1. There does not appear to be a substantial body of opinion that considers or
will consider the various anticipated enviromental effects resulting from the
proposed action to be adverse.

2. Proposed development would not appear to create a domestic (industrial,
agricul tural) water demand which might substantfally degrade or deplete
groundwater resources; nor would 1t {nterfere substantially with present
groundwater recharge capabilities.

3. Proposed action (development) should not breach published national, state, or
tocal standards relating to solid waste or 1itter control.

4. Proposed project would not appear to have any potential for disruption or
alteration of (1) an archaeological site over 200 years old, (2) a historic
site of record, or (3) a paleontological site.

5. Proposal would not appear to cause a substantial increase 1n traffic as 1t
would relate to existing traffic loads and capacities of the circulation
system serving the site.

Any person may object to dispensing with such EIR or respond to the findings herein.
Information relating to the propased project 1s on file in the offices of the department
identified below, at the address shown below. Any person wishing to examine or obtain a
copy of that information or this document, or seeking information as to the time and manner

to so object or respond, may do so by Inquiring at said offices during regular business
hours.

A copy of the Initial Study 1s attached hereto.

Dated this 28th day of Jume, 1363
Datad this 2¢th day of September, 1984 5. 45

1103 Golden State Avenue KERN COUNTY PLANNING OEPARTMENT
Bakersfield, California 93301 gz_ﬁg(,m %
° 124
(805) 861-2615 FRED SIMON, Principal Planner
DATE POSTED:

DATE OF WOTICE TO PUBLIC:

* Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.

" Title 14, Division 6, California Administrative Code, as amended
*** Resolution No. 77-109, adopted March 1, 1977
Attachment

wit
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FINODINGS: It has been found that this project, as described and proposed to be mitigated
herein, will not have a significant effect on the environment, and that an envirommental

impact report (EIR) {s, therefore, not required by the CEQA. A brief statement of reasons
supporting such findings 13 as follows:

1. Proposed development would not appear to create a domestic (industrial,
agricultural) water demand which might substantially degrade or deplete
groundwater resources; nor would 1t finterfere substantially with
present groundwater recharge capabilities.

2. Propased project would not appear to substantially affect a rare or
endangered species of animal or plant or habitat of such species.
Proposal would not diminish habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants.

3. Proposed project would not appear to interfere substantially with the
movement of any resident or migratory wildlife species.

4, Proposed action would not appear to violate any ambient air quality
standard, contribute substantially to ‘an existing or potential air

quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollut-
ant concentration.

5. Proposed action {development) should not breach published national,
state, or local standards relating to solid waste or litter control.

Any person may object to dispensing with such EIR or respond to the findings herein.
Information relating to the proposed project is on file in the offices of the department
identified below, at the 2ddress shown below. Any person wishing to examine or obtain a
copy of that information or this document, or seeking information as to the time ana manner

to so object or respond, may do so by dinquiring at said offices during regul ar business
hou"‘

A copy of the Initial Study is attached hereto.
Dated this 11th day of June, 1984.

1103 Golden State Averue KERN COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Bakersfield, California 93301 By: ,MSIA“M
(805) 861-2387 FRED SIMON, Principal Plannrer
DATE POSTED:

DATE OF NOTICE TO PUBLIC:

* Publtc Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.
** Title 14, Oivision 6, California Acministrative Code, as amended
Resolutfon No., 77-109, adopted March 1, 1977
Attachment

sagh:slb

KCPD FORM #13 (Revised April 1983) ‘ {page 2 of 2}
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KERN COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

LVITIAL STUDY REVIEW

PROPOSED SROJECT (title): Zone Change No. 2, Map No. 168; Zone Change No. 1, Map
No. 180, Zone Change No. 2, Map MNo. 197, Zone Change Mo. 7, Map Mo. 198.

LOCATION: Portion of Section 1, T1IN, R14W, SBB&M; Portion of Section 6, TIIN,
R13W, SBB&M; Portion of Section 33, T12N, R13W, SBB&M; Portion of Sec-
tion 31, T32S, R33E, MDB&M; located generally in the Cameron Canyon
area southerly of State Route 58, east of Tehachapi.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: This is a zone change from E-8 R-S (Z20-acre Estate - Suburban
Residential) to E-8 R-S WE (20-acre Estate - Suburban Residential - Wind Energy)
and A-WE (Exclusive Agricultural - Wind Energy); A-1 (Light Agricultural) to
A-WE (Exclusive Agricultural - Wind Energy); and E-8 R-F (20-acre Estate - Re-
creational Forestry) and A-2 (General Aaricultural) to A-WE (Exclusive Agricul-
tural - Wind Energy); to permit development of wind energy farms on approximately
617 acres. Developer proposes to install an unspecified number of wind-turbines
?enerators for energy production. Tower height is 60 feet with a 39-foot blade

n diameter.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: Project site is located on the ridges above Cameron Canyon
and State Highway Route 58 at elevation between 4,200 and 4,800 feet MSL. Ter-
rain is mountainous with some slopes in excess of 30%. Site is located within
1 mile of the Garlock Fault, a designated Alquist Priolo Fault zone. Several
epicenters are noted in the vicinity of the project site. Soils are quite varied
and include Arruyo sandy loam 9-15%; Cinco aravelly loamy sand 50-75%; Hi Vista
sandy loam 2-9%; Torriorthents-Rock outcrop complex, very steep; Walong sandy
loam 15-30%; and Xeric Torriorthents, very steep. All have moderate to very
high erosion potential due to runoff and wind. Vegetation on site is a transi-
tion zone between Joshua Tree Woodland and the Blue Oak Phase of Qak-Woodland
Association. This vegetation sustains a healthy fauna complement. Site is
vacant, although several residences exist in Cameron Canyon below the site.

-34-
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I. IDENTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

PURPOSE: To provide for a preliminary analysis to detarmine whether an saviron-
mental impact report (EIR) or a negative declaraticn must be prepared
(Section 15029.5). 1If any of the effects of a project may have a sub-
stantial adverse impact on the envirconment, then an EIR must be prepared
(Section 15080Q).

INSTRUCTION: In the space opposita the existing characteristics and conditions,
check the possible degree of effact as explained below.*

EXISTING
CHARACTERISTICS
*N/A|1{2(3{4|U & CONDITIONS g 'REMARKS

I. Physical
A. Natural and Man-made Pheonomena
1. Natural Phenomena

3. Vigual « VISAhL6 fuan ST S3
b. Surface Hydrology
(1) Ouality
2) ai:ia:y NATURAL DLA/ILAGE & HALUGES
22; gr mffga facterns s HoLLD MOT P66 Blocksn
(35) Fﬁoding Ot ALT L&D 671'#0
‘ (6) Catchment/Retention pu;m“ ::':5 oF WD
~ - ~
i (7) Temperature oI ivaterr’r G N s can cavse
I (8) Evapotranspiration (z1) ConomtnaTer S i
c. Groundwater Hydrology <oy oy Aoy
F
I g‘; guan:zy Sorvg WEC‘Z, g s Z¢ l,’9°
; (3) Recharge HAVE oD saT & CHUI e Slas 8 CL
d. Landforms pet ORJIMES

(1) Unique Physical reatures
e éiglgdsud“ SS9 SolLs sk sngans veclplé

(1) Faulting (Seismic Hazards) (onGTADCT I [LOCTYm Mot/ AT (e

(2), Economic Mineral ResSOULCES || SOy H W @ MmadnaTe ve 4 ew SRV A4

(3) Construction Matsrial PoTEUTIAL . DUSTORAED) ALTAS
(4) Soils Legh AGTeED 1n¥ TO O NSVeJT
(a) Compaction GrO% N FATW Wi w0 & LATSL,
i (») Alteration cm’/PlU. SLopES MOT i PATLT

AvATOU AL MeoT) mumrx. COCT L

! [ (c) Ercsionm

*(N/A) Not Applicable
(1) Yo effect
(2) Slight effect
{3) ¥oderate effect; aitigaricn measure should be employed
(4) Significant effect; mitigzation measure required (Sectionm 15080)
(T) Caknown; addisiormal informatiom uecessary tc provide competent assessment

XCZD Tomm #122 (4/77) -35- (sage 7 of &,



DEGREE OF EFYECT
EXISTING
CHARACTERISTICS
*N/A[1}2]3]|4|0 & CONDITIONS REMARKS

£. Climate/Meteornlogy

(1) Severe Weather ArLen 30 To SO e SOMarer(
(2) Precipitation Ap0 FALL THONDETLIT oL
(3) Air Movement ACTIVITY
y (4) Temperature
~ (5) Moisture Content
_8. Vegetation (Flora)
(1) Trees
(2) Shrubs
(3) Grass
(4) Microflora
(5) Crops '
(6) Aquatic Plants
(7) Endangered Species
(8) Barriers
{3y Corzidors 301’1‘0“), FU& S Had i [LSGUIRET
(10) Fire
h. Animals (Fauna)
(1) Birds
(2) Land Mammals/Reptiles
(3) Fish
(4) Insects
(5) Microfauna
(6) Endangered Species
(7) Barriers
(8) Corridors
2. Man-made Phenomena
a. Aesthetics/Buman Interest .
(1) Scenic Areas
(2) Wilderness Areas Ringsuines AAV & ope S ALS POALTIES
| (3) Oven-space Qualities
| (4) Unique Physical Features
! (5) Parks/Reserves
i (6) Historical Sitas/vonuments
! b (7) Archeological
|
I

TUrBILes [16TonTIAL HATALD To
pines

b. Structure Shadows
c. Illumination
3. Air and Noise Pollutiom
| 1. Air Qualicy
| | 1. Jdobile Etmissions
Pl | 5. Stacionary Emissions
! i
] !
|

2. Joise (and Vibratioms) o
a. Mobile Sources
h. Staticgmarv Sources

é% . Matural iAbsorbers/3arriers 1 ICASRES AOISE LE’V“GDOQ"OAC'WV’T"]

-36-
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R R
!DEGRZE OF EF?!Cﬁ

*WN/A

1|2]3]s]0

EXISTING
CHARACTERISTICS
& CONDITIONS

C. Transportation

REMARKS

1,

Vehicle Quantities

r

Vehicle Capacities/Congestion

3.

Parking

(¥4
ol i

4.

Mass Transit

S,

Bazards

Land Use and Zouing

l.

Density, Conformance, & Relation-
ships of Surrounding Lland Uses

2.

Wilderness/Open Space

3.

Wetlands

XA

60

Forestry

5.

Grazing

6.

Agricuiture

7.

Residential

8.

Commercial

9.

ladustrial

10.

Recreation

a. Bunting/Fishing

b. Swimming/Boating

c. Camping/Hiking

d. Day Use Picnicking

e, Equestrian Use

f. Qff-road Vehicles/Motorcycles

E. Service Systems

l.

Electrical

2.

Fuel

3.

Domestic water

ho

Agriculture Water

S.

Fire Water Supply

6.

Sewerage

7.

Solid Wasce

8.

Storm Drainage

i I.

Socio-Economic

A. Public Facilities (in vicimnity)

. Police

. Fire

. Recreation

Schools

inscitutions

. Medical

b ol bl Bt 1 80 o

Child 1d Day Care

3. Demnzranhic

1.

°onulac‘on

2.

Work Forece (emplovment)

|

20" wicE Accoss LAADS A0
STaspen THL 1S %

FLercau iner

[ LS 2o Cres TROCT thar HATAN -
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EXISTING
CHARACTERISTICS
§ CONDITIONS

\DEGREE OF EFFECT
GC. Economic
1. Revenue Sources
2. Government Expense

*N/Aj1l 2]3| 410
T —
3. Market Area

[II. Other

£
B, Human Health

II. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE (Section 15082)

Finding Yes

(a) Does the project have the potencial
to degrade the quality of the eaviron-
ment, substantially reduce the habitat
of a fish or wildlife specles, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to elimipate a plant or animal com-
ounity, reduce the number or restrict
tke range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate importamnt
examples of the major periods of :{L
California history or prehistory?

Maybe

No

() Does the project have the potential
to achieve short-term, to the dis-
advantage of long-term, environ-
mental goals? (A short-term impact
on the environment is one which occurs
in a relatively brief, definitive period
of time while long-term impacts will ><f
endure well into the fucure.)

{c) Does the project have impacts which
are individually limited, but cumula-
tively considerable? (A project may
impact on two Oor more separate resources
where the impact on each resource is
relatively small, but where the effect
of the total of those impacts on the
environment {3 significant.)

(d) Does the project have envirommental
effects which will :cause substantial
adverse effects on human bYeings, >(
either direccl7 or iadirectly?

XD Term #122 (477 -38-
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ITI. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (items chacked in '"3ox 4")

A revievw of the information submitted and additiomal invastigaciom indi-
cate that this project MAY/MAi==MOZ.have a significant adverse impact on
the envircoment. REASONS (brief statesment of facts):

SOME 2576m8 =cM GV JETINTIAL
Yrsan g Paam Huwy S8
chcn.rlA(. nA Ssl 47 pIns?

Iv. COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING GENERAL PLAN ELEMENTS AND ZONING

Yes 7< Yo

(Explain 1f "No" is checked.)

V. DETERMINATION (to be completed after review by the Enviroumental Department)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that che proposed project CCULD NOT have a significant
effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

&I find that although the proposed project could have a signifi-
cant effeet on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect in this case because the mitigation measures described
cn an attached sheet have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant erffect

on the envirooment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
Inicial Study . Date Study -
Performed by: F— SIMM Completed: s- 6-¢& 3
Reviewed by Eavirocmental DepartTent
Date of Review: By:
Decision: A. Negative Declaration B. E.I.R,

-39-
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KERM COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTWENT
INITIAL STUDY REYIEMW

SECTION [. PROJECT DESCRIPTION SETTING
PROPOSED PROJECT: Zone Change Case No. 28, Map No. 198

LOCATION: NE/4, of the NE/4 of Section 10, T1IN, R14W, SBBSM -

[

PROJECT OJESCRIPTION: Applicant proposas to amend the existing zoning,

classification of E-8 R-S (20-acre Estate - Suburdban Residential) to include
the W-E (Wind Energy) overlay. Applicant has indicated that 28 wind
turdines will be establ{shed on the 4Q-acre site. No sawage disposal or
on-site watar source is proposed. Applicant has not indicated where storage
of equipment ar accessory structures would be located.

EXNVIRONMENTAL SETTIMG: A portion of the project site {s within the Garlock Fault

Zone (Special Studies Zone). Site is additionally evidenced by steep slapes_
with high erasion mazard. Ofe dwelling Wit is imedfately downslope (660

feet) adjacent to a drainaqe channel. Appraximataly a dozen residences are
within 1/2 to 1 mile of the gite, No on-sita Bfota Survey has been

submitted, owever a Biota Survey prepared for an adjacent wind farm ( SCH#
83052703) indicatas the following protectad species were locatad on their
site:

Prickly Pear Cactus (Qpuntfa hasilaris)

Yucca breviofol fa (Kern Joshua tree)

Yucca whipplel caespitosa (Lord's candle yucca)

Kannedy Buckwheat (erfogonum Kennedy; austromontanum)

Perideridea {parideridea pringlet)

Soils found on the site are Cinco gravelly loamy sand, 50 to 75 percent
ndy 1

slopes and xHalomg -~ Ar

drainage channels originate fram the project site.

KCPD FCRM 4122 (7/33)
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SECTION IT. IDENTIFICATION QF ENUVTRONMENTAL TF-=CTS

PTURPOSE: To zonduct an Initial Study to decarmiae Lf the project zay have a

significant effect on the environgeat.

I£ any aspect of the project

may cause a significanec affecsz, vhather the overall effect (s adverse
or beneficial, then an EIR must bSe preparad.

INSTRUCTICONS: In che space opposita the axiscing characteristics and condizigus,

check the possible degree of a2ciace.

(See * pelow for explanation

of degree.) Provide a written explanation of any characteriscic

or coudiyion marked "3," "4," aor ''UT."

or "N/A" may be provided.

QECREZ QF ETTECT*

e

Explarnation for "1,"” '"2,"

Side 15 A smALL KoLl wh

drainreg wite Flow 14 AL

dingctavs, ove DU, ymmedix

dowur slope o Proje

Strvetvess shat be a@si

FOrk [Alerat ACCELonA+

Project Side it the

CARLoc I Speeint Shubes

Zowe

S ——

C’|u<oj‘:m¢d_%taﬂm-j <Apd 38 H7

§ Dloreo — Ui canik L4y

Co Lo g -ARufo sh\lt‘fj Loamn 30-

—IN_S°7° Tloper = Uig) capabils

N/A{l1}2]3]4 EXISTING CHARACTERISTICS & CONDITICNS
r-_ A. Phvsical Conditions
l. Water Resources
a. Groundwater Hydrology
IcCi 1) Quality
A 2) Quanticy
3) Recharge
b. Surface Hydrology
I 1) Ouality
# 2) Quantity
(& 3) Drainage Patteras
£ 4) Runoff
@ 5) Tlooding
(A0 45) Catchment/Retention
o 7) Temperature of Wacer
(o 8) Evapotranspiration (&i)
2. Geology/Seismicity
(e a. raulting
b. Landslides
o/ c. Subsidence
d. Liquefaction
3. Natural Resources
! N a. Minerals
£ b, Pecroleum
e c. Construction Material
d. Soils
1) Capabilicy
& 2) Compaction
Y ) 3) Alteration
L 1] 4 4) Erosiom
e — re— — —

‘ ' »...._?. o
= Ned bottee Epa mrf:: -+

*Explanation: Degree of Effect
(N¥/A) Not applicable
(1) Yo effact
(2) Slight effact

determive exle d oF A '
h/d 5!““007 Lhers

eecstun hazaed 1s higly

(3) Moderarte affect; mitigation measure should be emploved
(4) Significant effecz; aitigation meazsure raquired /Section 12063)
(T) Cnkaown; additicnal iaforzmacion necessar? =o provida compecsant assassuent

XC?D Form #122 (1/364) -41-
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EXISTING CHARACTERISTICS & CONDITIONS

. Q)
Ca
2\
e a
(v \‘

REMARKS

Smam——

—

—

4. Clinaca

a. Precinpicacion

b. Alr Movsment

¢. Teoperature

d. Humidicy

£

o

a. Severa Weather

Alr Qualicy

o Qgﬂté

a. Mooile Sources

b. Scationary Sources

Vegetaticn

a. Treas

\’xf\*\’X

i o ,,,,,wm,.,z,&aez//
1;7 ,ocﬂevn/'f ;1429‘> ~+o ’L
0C< v e //‘/ar o Sommee
Raiws winder RAivy
92547¢JAJ i35 caitreal

-

-

b. Shrubs

¢. Grass

d. Microtliora

e. Endangered Species

w&/ au—:-//e Brots S'urv@
N— //'

f. Barriers

g. Corridors

h. Fire

i{. Crovs

Wildlifa

/uMa._'_

a. Birds

b. Mammals

c. Reptiles

d. Fish

vead an-srde Biora ﬁw—“;

e. Ingacts

f. Microfauna

g. Endangered Specias

n. 3arriers

fooCoND

i. Corridors

4

Noise & Vibrarions

a. Mobile Sources

an)

b. Scationary Sources

SRR

c. Barriers

\W~

Hupan [aterest

a. Aildernmess Areas

b. Cpen-space Jualicies

cR

¢. Yisual 7alue

d. Unique Phvsical reaturas

3. Social Conditioms

1. Parks & Recreacion

'l

a. Park Canmacities

b. Bunting/Fishing

c. Swimming/3cating

d. Camping/Hiking

2., vay Use

¥ SN -y S—

QER

f. Zquestrian Use

LCZD Form #4122 (L/

g. Off-road Vehicles/Mocorcycles

N
| Severs Z’««!?
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EXISTING CHARACTERISTICS & CONDITIONS REMARRS

2. Suman Rabitation

a. Land Use Relationships, Density

=N\

Conformance

1) Residentcial

CouFLl et uat41a W9 eleman

o/

L) Commercial

SR 8s -2 AdA

3) Indusecrial

4) [Agriculture

Py Yy NgczssAEY
*\;ﬁz&j?:;f Ihﬂ:ffajz;‘ Lt project.

J) urazing

TB-PlRA T O~ :zm'?z'a?

6) Open Space

CRE

7) Natural Areas

Gmsz COreteteesshes

b. Demographics

1) Populacion

Z) WOTK rorce

¢. Structures

1) Design

prsrble

2) Illumination

r 2t sLe
I mea%%ﬁmyau resident

Transportation/Circulacion

Lome Reflectov will

a. Vehicle Quanticies

oClve

b. Vehicle Capacicies/Congestion

c. Parking

.,bs;}guzjgyéz_cﬁy.q,aﬁnetu1zaeu(£9!<:f

d. Mass Transic

e, Hazards

pcees s goarx. vpSlpe o

Economic Cevelopment

drpmsge chipmel Ard

a. Revenue Sources

b. Government Lxpense

A+t Lerm £ oo ¢:4¢4a¢4/417

&

c. darket Area

e

S.

Social Development

a. Law Enrorcement

b. Fire Protection

|\

o Prasw Repiized

c. Educational racilities

d. Medical facilities

e. child Day-care

Service Systems

3. WACEBr Supply - Domesctic

e indecnted -

b. Sewage Disposal

b vowve provedesd

 }
: i

c. Solid Waste Disposal

R

d. Resource Recovery Systems

e. Water Supply = Agriculture

f. Storm Drainage

Energy

AL-SY/stem v ée;?e@?/xze/

a. Electrical

b. Natural Gas

c. Petrolaum ruels

d. Transmission Facilities

e. Forms of Generation

HBuman Health/Risk of Upsec

a. Healcth

ALorse

™

b. Risk of Upset

Crosions , sedmonstetion

-RC2D Tarm

4122

1/84)
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N/All
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2130 4] Ul EXTSTING CHARACTERISTICS & CONDITIONS

»
S
(¢}

REMARXS

9. drchaeology/Hiscory

a. Paleocntological Resources

b. Archaelogical Resources

¢. Historical Resources

3L

C. Qther

’

Svrue m,cLud&{ As paret
o LicAf~raa)

SECTION III. MANDATORY FINDINGS OP SIGNITICANCE (Sectiom 15064)

Finding

A project shall be found to bhave a significant effect
on tha eaviromment 1f:

(a)

®)

(e)

(d)

The project has cthe potencial to degrada the
qualiry of the enviromment, substancially
reduce the habirat of a fish or wildlife
specias, cause a fish or wildlife populacion
to drop, below gselfi-sustaining levels, threaten
to aliminace a plant or animal commumity,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal, or elimi-
nate important examples of the major periods
of California hiscory or prehistory.

The project has the potential to achieve
short-term anviroomental goals to the dis=-
advantage of long-term envirommental goals.

The project has possible envirommental effects
which are ifndividually limited but cumulatively
considerable. '"Cumulatively comsiderable"
means that the incremental effects of an in-
dividual project are comsiderable when viewed
in commection with the effeces of past proj-
ects, the effacts of other curremt projects,
and the effects of probable future projects.

The eavirommental effacts of a project will
cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly.

KCPD Form 7122 (1/34)

Significance
Yes | Maybe | No
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\ SECTION IV. COMPATIBILITY WITH GENERAL PLAN BLEMENTS AND ZONING

'>¢>( General Plan Designaticum: Zoning:
Land Use Zlemene 4.3 ('5‘2‘;(5“; 7] Au) =8 R-3
Other Elemanc(s) (20 Acke aS787F, SUbUR bAwm

ReS)qaur i

Specific Plans  (AmgRon CaAmeuon)

Compatibla: Tas Yo Explain 1f "Yo':

SECTION 7. EVALUATOR' RECOMMENDATION

Negative Daclaration
Mirigatad Negative Declaration X

Envirommencal Impact Raport .
If a mitigated negative declaration is recommendad, the following measures are

tecomandad. : 1 el

Inittal Study performed by-./__M S 7Y
Date complated: gé// % d

SECTICN VI.  DETERMINATION

On the basis of this inizial study:

I find that the proposed project cauld not have a significan: affect on ::ha
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATIOR will be prepared.

find that alrthough the proposad profect could have a significant effect on
the eaviroument, there will not be a2 significant effect in this case bacause
the mitigation measures described will be made a part of the project. A

~ MITICATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

:] I find that the proposed project may have a significant effact on the environ-
ment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

(The attached sheet, 1f necessary, provides addirional explanatciecn.)

Determinaci oa £
oincin D S] et 5y
— 77

Madae by

KCPD Form #122 (1/86) -45- (page 6 of 5)




Office Memorandum - KerN countY

10 « Randall L. Abbott, Director pats, July 3, 1984
Kern County Planning Department
Attention: Environmental Analysis Division - 8613636
1-

Vernon S. Reichard, Director Telephone No.
Envirommental Health Division )
Kern County Health Department

SUBJECT: Envirommental Consultations For:

1) Z. C. Cases 23, 24 and 25, Map 198
2) 3. C. Case 5, Map 182
3) 3. C. Case 27, Map 198

™e subject cases involve -Mmormuwmnwm

¥ind Energy (A W-B), which would allow wind turbines to be constructed on the
e The chief concern af the Health Department on this type of zoning

hthcpotonthlformisancomiufro-thucmhima

hmmmmmmhndibhformmudmnﬂngm
thmnbarindtypo of machines, the characteristics of local metesorology and
topography, and the distance separating the machines from sensitive or highly
sensitive receivers of noise. Unfortunately, none of this information is in-

- ¢cluded in the envirommental documents.

msm‘t“““—““z‘f‘?fﬁﬁi’mm Moot Tor samplas) viths o 55
Emmammwnmcmmaofmﬂ—

muticalamlnis,m:rodhyaparmn accsptabletothe!aalthbcymnt,
should be incinded in the envirommental documents. The report should be ap-

proved by the Health Department, and appropriates recommendations of the study
should be included as mitigation measures of the Negative Declaration.

If you h:ve any quections, p].am’contact. us.

A £ 7
- VER:ms : ’
xcz- State Dcpartunt of Health Servicos, Office of Hoin Coni:roI
. Lttontion. Jera-t S. lukas )
» Y
g &= = I TS ——
T L
— > w
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Tehachapi Resource Conssrvation District
120 E. Tehachapi Bivd. - Tehachapi, CA 93581 - Phone (805) SOUREXX

84 AUGS P2: 18

822-7506

7 August, 1984 i{gégg -

L‘L‘l " "'fu‘

Mark S. Kielty, Associate Planner
Kern County Planning Department
1103 Golden State Avenue
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Dear Mr. Kielty:

Scf‘ CIRECTOR

The following comments are in response to your request for early consulta-
tion on Zone Change #28, Map 198:

1) The applicant's statement on erosion and sedimentation reflect many of
the concerns we have been addressing.

2) Your office should make a site visit, or otherwise confirm the tower
placement on the gentle ridge-top slopes as indicated in the referred documents.

3) 1Is your office addressing the incremental impact of the numerocus wind
energy developments being processed?

4) What 1s the distance of this project to existing residences and what
impacts will this project have on residentially zoned property?

5) . We are very concerned about the mamner in which the county i3 processing
these zoné:EEEﬁg§3T'_Uﬁ?'E5EE3?ﬁ3'WE?E'Efﬁ?Eﬁ?ﬁﬁ"Iﬁ'i’IEffEf‘EE’REﬁ

dall L. ADDOCLE,
Planning Director, dated May 7, 1984. You were malled a copy of our letter to NMT.

ADbott on June Jth along with comments on Zone Change ¥2Z, Wap 198. [t Is Still outr
)sition that the county or the wind energy developers should prepare an eaviron- :

ergy) zonlng. your
tes;—proof—and-—"subetantial evidence far the
Tecord™ of envirommental Impact would be obvious.

on two windparks has been Severe encugh to taus A County PublteWorky Deparc=—""
ment Direc:nr, L. Dale MiIls, to confﬁE;:ﬁthIﬁpefs. ‘Theé curretit— county inspectiom*
and review process Is not adequate to prevent massive land surface disturbance and
tesulting sheet and rill “erosion. Supervision and inspection during comstzuction

{s not adequate to protect existing vegetation even though several species are

coverd by County Ordinance 250. Loss of vegetation should be considered an environ-
mental impact.

Soil erosion fYoW TeCtenr STOrmS

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.

Please notify
us of your actions on this case.

Sincerely,

EJS/ibm
cce: Supervigsor Bem Austin
L.Dale Mills

Ernest J. Schaefer, President
Tehachapi Resource Conservationm District

“47-

DOCUMENT 34
¢ CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT . SELF-GOVERNMENT



“K:' :?:.:R%';:‘.’:&'F \.'

Tehachapi Resourcas Conservation District
EaTohoch-pc Bivd. - Tehachapi, CA 93561 - Phone (805 0TGRS 822-7506

84 AUG|] P3T

'TWMCd Ihiaind
7 August, 1984 _..‘f:-‘-fli--—-——’—-—
ERRIE
Mark S. Kielty, Assistant Planner _L;ME*;:"“"‘“,
Kern County Planning Department — T
1103 Golden Stata Avenua TR
Bakersfield, CA 93301 A
FINE
Dear Mr. Kielty: SrE DIRECICR

Tha following couments are in response to your request for consultation
on proposed negative declaration for Zone Change #27, Map 198:

1) The layout map for the subject proparty indicates that turbine place-—
ment will be restricted to.gentle slopes on the ridgetop. We suggest that you
make this type of placement a condition of zoning.

2) The access for this project should be arranged with Zond Systems, Inc.
to avoid major new road construction from Cameron Canyon Road.

3) On page 5 of 14 there is reference to a "possible'" rain water storage

device for wildlife. Is this a proposed mitigation measure? This would be a
bemeficial habitat enhancemm: measure.

. 4) We are very concerned about the manner in which the county is processing
these zone changes. Our concerns were expressed in a letter to Randall L. Abbott,
Planning Director, dated May 7, 1984. You were mailed a copy of this letter to Mr.
Abbott on June Sth along with comments on Zone Change #22, Map 198. It is still ocur
position that the county or the wind energy developers should prepare an environ-
mental impact report for all lands covered by W~E (Wind-Energy) zoning. If your
dgpartment would visit existing project sites, proof and "substantial evidence for the

cord” of environmental impact would be obvious. Soil erosion from recent Storms
anf_mo Parks Das been severe enough Eo cause Kern Coun:y Public Works Depart-

“Yeview process equate to preven msﬁmrurﬁce"&fsmw
resulring sheet and r:Lll erosion. Supervisicn and inspection during comstruction
is net adequate to protect existing vegetation even though several species are’
covered by County Ordinance 250. Loas of vegetation should be considered an envirom-
m—ﬂ A

We apprecilate having the opportunity to comment on this project. Please
notify us of your actions on this case.

Sincerely,
EJS/ibm ) Ernest J¢ Schaefer, President
cc: Supervisor Benm Austin Tehachapi Resource Conservation District
L. Dale Mills
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E October 5, 1984

Terry Roberts Cam
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

1400 Tenth Streec, Room l21 Subjec:  ZC Case 28, Map 198
SCH #84Q71604

from | ENVIRONMENT AL HEALTH DIVISION
714 P Street
322-.2308

The Department has reviewed the subject envirommental document and offers
the following comments.

llg__*lszanig Q_eclarat ion does not _Ww&ﬁkpozemm.ms&

The Department suggests that the appl icant prepare a focused EIR on noise
levels from the proposed orojecn., Existing and projec:ed noise levels
- ould be reported. Additionally, spectral data at variocus wind velocities
- should be included for both existing and projected conditions as well as
for daytime and nighttime conditioms.

It is also suggested that the County impose use permit requirements to
limit noise from the proposad wind farm at existing and proposed residen-
tial sites. Because of the umusual character of the noise, traditional
limits in terms of sound level alone may not be adequate. A limit near
the threshold of audibility is recommended. )

I£ you have any questions or need further information concerning these
ccaments, please contact Russell DJuPree of the Noise Control Program,
Qffice of Local Environmental Health Programs, at 21351 Berkeley Way,
Room 613, Berkeley, CA 94704, 415/540-2657.

,4 @ Chlef

/ Offlce of Lacal :nv:,ronmantal Health Programs
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Tehachapi Rasource Conservation District

12Q E. Tehachac: 3ivg. -

34 AUG§ P2:

7 Augusc, 1384

Mark S. Klelty, Assocliate Planner
Karn County Planning Department

1103 Golden Stace Avenus
Bakersfield, CA\ 93301

Dear Mr. Kialty:

The following\comments are in response to vour reques: for early consulta-

tion on Zone Change #2

1)

The applicant’

Map 198:

the concerns we have been adiressing.

2) Your office should

Tenac~3or CA 33351 -

ke a site visitc, or

INore .30

3 XTEy

22-7206

..,
' -
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T
w — . - |
ey — e PO PO |
}.—-——._.. - . .
'.._’_;._. ! ‘
m‘ - p il
: ) -
[ i
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’,

statemant on arosion and sedimentacion reflect many of

‘g/;etwisc confirm the tower

placement on the gentle ridge~top‘glopes as 1ndica:ed in the referred documents.

3

7
5) We are very concerned about the m:
Our concearns were axpressed
Plaoning Direc:or, dated May 7, 1984.
Abbott on June Sth along with comments’ ou Zcne Change #22,
position that the county or the wind/energy develoveks
men:al izpac: report for all lands covered

these zone changes.

reco of environment

coverd by County Ordinance 50.

mental impact.

We appreciate the
us of your actions om j?is case.

EJS/ibm
ce:
L.Dale Mills

CONSERVATION -

Supervisor 8en Austin

imnacc would be obvicus.
m Refn Coun
zent Direccor. L. Dale Mills, to contact developers.
and review process is not adeqﬁa;a to prevent massive land su
resulting sheet and rill erosian.
is not adequacte to protact exis:ing vegetation even though sever
Loss of vegetationm should be consiXered an environ-

opportunity to comment on this project.

You were m3

_by W-E (Wind

Soil

Map 198.

Is your office addressingthe 1ncremeutal impact of the numerous wind

energy develovments being processed?

4) What is the distance of this p
impacts will this project have on :esiden:;;

~~jacﬁ':o existing residences and what
ly zoned property?

ner in which the county is processing
in a letter to Randall L. Abbote,
led a copy of our letter to Mr.
Ic i3 still our
should ptepare an ggvizon=_
18X ey - If voyr

J

—

osion from recent storms

Sincerely,

The ¢

Ermest J. Schaefer, President

CEVELCPMENT .

-50-
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"WA%ST October 8, 1984
LVE

ok

Mr. Randall Abbott .
Kern County Planning Dir&ﬂ&m g P3: 22
Dear Sir:

We are writing to oppose the proposed zone change des-
ignated as: Amendment to zoning map No. 198, Zone Change
Case No. 27,

This change wculd place the boundary of another wind farm
less than 3/8 of a mile from our homes.

We object to the proposed use of a Negative Declaration
in s matter. € noise om € many mac és on e zZond
property to the Northwest of the proposed new wind farm is clear-
ly sudible to us at the present time. It is difficult for us
to comprehend how your office can make the statement in a Neg-
ative Declaration that the installation of wind machines on the
much closer pleces of property - as proposed - will not have a
'significant effect on the enviromnment'.

. We insist that asn Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be

mmummuwg_:‘m_ﬁwwr?m
environmental factors suchcas noise, drain channe ockage,

etc, that the proposed wind fatm would exert when addeéd to the
8nLt errects e existing wind rarms.,

Sincerely,

Coples to: %%mﬁ%ﬁg&{e@% 10-6-%4

Supervisor Ben Austin
Attorney G. P. Falk

H, Brooks Hollis ' %G@ 10 -7-84

Cameron Cyn. Rd., St. RHte 2
Mo jave, Calif, 93501

. T
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- COMMENTS -

Even 1if some of the listed additions and revisions are
made, we still do not feel that the proposed ordinance will
fulfill what the public expected of it or accomplish the goals
for which the new Ad Hoc Committee was formed.

Let us cite a part of the letter we all received from
Mr. Randall Abbott when we were notified of the first meeting
of the newly constituted committee to be held June 8, 1984.

"The purpose of these meetings 1s to evaluate the
public testimony presented at the meeting in Ko jave
on May 15, 1984, and then to prepare appropriate
recommendations to be presented to the Board of

Supervisors".

Since many of the items of public concern were not add-
ressed by the majority of the Ad Hoc Committee, we would like
to take this occasion to submit our own recommendations which,
we feel, reflect the wishes of the genersl public.

The first item mentioned in the public testimony was the
need for a Buffer Zone between wind farms and established
residences., This item was never even seriously considered
by the Committee. The majority seemed to feel that increased
set-back requirements and the acoustical study requirement
would be sufficient,

Although we feel that the above two requirements were
positive gains for the public, it is still a plece-mesl
approach to a solution of the problem. A resident will still
have to be on constant guard against encroachment bty new

developers.

\

A Buffer Zone around established residences - within which
no wind farms would be allowed - would serve to restore the
feeling of tranquility that residents previously enjoyed and
would reduce the constant atmosphere of crisis that now prevails.

The second item of m2jcr concern to the citizens was thet
more detailed environmental documentation should be done for
wind projects., Freparation Of &an cLnvironmen MpacC .

TEIR) WS Suggested. It was generslly relv that &n overalr
EIR should Ge mede TOr A1l Eread GesignmEted g W=, & spectifte

EIR could then be related to the overell nlR. Tnis wculd
8¢ e ] T =T lead to thelr

mitigation in & more comprehensivé manner.
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FILE
drcl 2 s 12/r3/7

no--w

To; Kern county board of superv:.sﬁors‘l C‘-ﬁKNcg CAL.

1S uvrad Av ' S
Baksesricr > cA. 2
Dear Sirs;

After attending the meeting at the Tehachapi Veterans hall
with Mr. Randoll Abbott, I am concerned with the proposal to put
wind farms in the area of my home. I live at the end of Adalante
st., south and west of the town. There is a proposal to put wind
mlIﬁs directly to the east of me. For a variety of reasons 1
oppose this development. They include loss of my property value,
the lack of adeguate regulation for erosion, noise, etc. and the
destruction of the tehachapi area’'s beauty.

Please let me know when any hearings on this proposal, or
any other proposal for development in my area, are being held.

Is there some overall plan for the development of this
industry in Kern county or even Tehachapi?

I appreciate your help in this matter.

'

B

Hldren g. Iackect SIS
Sren : s “b. " J.‘ “ "L' l;;;

- C"“

WD.J.POOLE

B 77 &

SeToRVICC Ll
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Formation of the SAVF OQUYW SURROUNDINGS Clitirens Coalit{on

[he wind enerav industry has attracted the attention of many citizens,
A local aroup of cnncerned citizens has heen meetina consistently since the
spring of last year, Callina Itself Save Our Surroundlngs (S0S) Citizens
Coslition, this group recently selected officers, with Buas Fontaine as

Chairperson,

While supporting renewahle alternat{ve sources of energy such as wind
power, the Citizens Cnalition also strives to work with Kern County govern-
mental agencies, and when possihle, the wind industry, to protect the rights
and property values of citizens near wind farms and to protect the local
environment from unnecessarvy and {rreversihle damage.

Citizens initially hecame {nvolved when windfarms hegan appearina closer
to homes {In and around the Cameron Canyon area, Also, there was a growing concern
for the native vegetation and wildlife, as well as the fracile soils where
construction was takine place, Hearings, which were very well attended, were
held hy the Kern County Plannine Department in Mojave, A group of Tehachapi-
Mojave citizens hegan gettine deeply Involved by attendine hearings, writing
letters, making phone calls, and personally meeting with county officlals,

The major effort was to strengthen the exi{sting county wind enerzvy ordinance,
establish a huffer zone hetween windfarms and private property, and encourage
the preparation of an Fnvirnnmental [mpact Report. The Kern County Wind Enerav
ATSotiation Ad Hoc Committee met several times- to-revise the existing wind enersv
ordinance, Finally, on October 8, 1984, the revised wind energy ordinance was
approved by the Kern County Roard of Supervisors in front of a standineg room only
crowd In Rakersfield, A suhsequent hearing was held {n Tehachapi, November 29,
1984, to explain the new ordinance and accept comments from another standing

room only crowd,

The Citizens Coalition feels {t {s necessary to remain active to continue
{mproving and monitoring the wind eneray process {n Kern County, There are already
over 10,000 county acres, In addition to seversl thousand acres of Bureau of
Land Management land, zoned for wind enerqy. The Citizens Coalition suggests the
{mportance of taking an overall critical look at the effects of the wind industry
{n our area, The utiliization of three land use tools may he used to evaluate
the wind {ndustry thus far: 1l.) conduct a Cumulati{ve Environmental Impact Report
to study the total environmental effects of existing wind farms and to {dentify
future suitahle and unsultahble wind farm sites, 2,) prepare a separate wind
enerav element In Kern County's General Plan, This element would address contain-
ment, suitahility, utilization, regulation and miti{igation, and 3,) prepare a
cost/benef{t rati{o study. The County might take in a million dollars in permit
fees for wind machines. Then, the County might have to spend 1.5 million to
conduct related studles, repa!r damage to dralnace and roads, hire personnel,
and purchase vehicles to enforce regulations related to the wind industry. The
result of this example would he a neaat{ve cost/henefit ratio for the County,

The SO0S Citizens Coalition {s working hard to address these concerns, Inter-

ested citizens may joln hv writine to : SOS Citizens Coalition, P.0., Box 6131,
Tehachapl, Calif, 93561, or calling R22-5R07, The sugmested donation is §5.

-54- DOCUMENT #10



SIERRA CLU "'7-'1 KIERN-KAWEAH CHAPTER

; )
PO ;ﬁ
«

reorgette Theotig, Secretarv
P.0O, Box 49
Tehachapi, Calif, 939561

Jan, 23, 1985

Clerk, Kern County BRoard of Supervisors
1419 Truxton Ave,
Bakersfield, Calif, 93301

“embers of the Board:

We wish to congratulate the newly elected memhers of the Roard and wish
you a successful year.

There are two {ssues we wish to address concerning the wind {ndustry, First,
concerned {nvolvement with this new industrv 1s rising, not fading, as the
Bakersflield Californian suggested in the article on Jsnuary 23, 1985, "Wind Park
Opposition Blown Out?", While the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club supports
renewahle enerey resources such as wind power, {t ts the manner in which the
wind industry {s developineg that we are opposed to. As we suzgested {n the spring
of 1984, a Cumulative Environmental Impact Report needs to be conducted to study
the total environmental effects of existing wind farms, and to {dentify future
suitable and unsuitable sites. We are aware that the Planning Department has
applted for a California Fnergy Commission grant to finance such a study, Tt is
our hope that this will {ndeed be a cumulative study of all relevant areas. Also,
a separate wind energv element needs to he prepared for the Kern County General
Plan. The development of alternative sources of energy such as wind power {n
Kern County require environmentally sound policies to ensure future development,

The second {ssue of concern {s 7one Case Change 7, 7oning Map 197, recarding
the property of Renjamin Winter, who wishes to change the zone from A-1 to A W-F,
We concur with the Flanning Department in its recommendation to disapprove of
this zone change for two reasons: 1) the property {n question {s not {n the
primary wind zone, and 2) {nformation from an Environmental Impact Report can
provide responsible overall picture of the environmentally hest suited sites for
wind energy.

The Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Slerra Club expects to remain actively involved
in {mproving and monitoring the development of wind energv in Kern County,

qlncerolv,

’df«_ /’/z JAtLJ
'Georeette Theottg, Secret:i;L/’.
cc: R, Abbhott, Planning Department Kern-¥Xaweah Chapter, Slier Club
L. D. M1lls, Public Works Department

Carlene Radanovich, fGrand Jury
Scott Frazer, Sbal Conservation Service
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reorgette [heotia, Secretary
P.O, Rox 49
"chachapt, Caltf, 93941

Jan, 26, 198RS

Kern Countv Planning Department
Fnvironmental Analysis Division
1103 Golden State Ave,
Rakersfield, Calif. 93301

Dear Sir:

The following are the views of the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club
in regard to the Environmental Consultation for Windsource, Zone Change Case
No, 4, map 168, After reviewing the information in the application, we must
oppose the zone chance from A-l to A-WE on the hasic premise that this project
fs not in a primary wind zone and therefore would not produce an optimum of
wind energy. The impact on the rich physical and social characteristics of the
site, from a project of less than optimum wind energy potential, should be
considered,

FHYSICAL CONDITIONS

1. Water Resources- When the site description states that *"the site primarily
consists of ridees and draws with alluvial fans in the flats", it is clear a
considerable portion of the site lies in natural waterwavs, Also, the description
states that '"excavated materials shall be placed to elevate the pad portion of
the foundation in the alluvial fan area thus allowine sheet flow from hiegh inten-
sity summer storms to pass’. How wise is it to place turhines in desert alluvial
fans with great flooding potential?

2, Geology/Seismicity- A seismic study ares (for the Garlock fault transects the

site from east to west on both sections 29 and 31, Why hasn‘'t this study area heen

addressed {n more detail? Certalnily the proximity of a major fault zone nocess-
itates a more in-depth study.

3. Natural Resources- The study states that desert pavement covers 34% of the
western parts of section 31, Desert pavement {s a natural phenocmenon whereby
small pebbles and stones form a compacted desert surface protection from erosion
and blowing dust, Disturbance of this natural eroslon check mav contribhute to
increased "fugitive dust'",

(Vegdahm?
4,Nafive plant transplantation of protected species found on the site (Joshuas trees,
Lord*s Candle, Reavertall and Cholla cactus) is offered as a mitigation measure,
How effective is the transplantation of protected species? Is there a documented

study with percentages of successful transplants?
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Last, removal of shruhs and seed plants will reduce wildlife populations of
Gambel's quall, the Rlack-tailed hare, and the Auduhan cottontail,.

5., Wildlife- Several speclies found on the site have a protected status: prairie
falcon, Mourning dove, Tamhel‘'s quail, the 8lack-tatled hare, and the Auduhon
cottontail, The further reduction of prime habitat for s marcinallvy located

wind farm serves nefther the hest interest nf the wildlife nor the wind industry,

SOCTAL CONDITIONS

1. Archeologv/History- €wo archeological sites (ind{vidual bedrock mortars) and
nine "isolated finds'"” were located on the site. [he archeological study states
that an area of section 29 "mav vield huried cultural resources including lithte
implements and debitage*, Further, a sianificant isolated find, an unclassifled
projectile point, "mav link this reeion with a lake culture that existed thou-
sands of vears ago', Are such potentially important resources ensured protection
when accidentally discovered by a bulldozer? Hoth sections merit further in-
depth study,

In conclusion, we wish tn again emphasize our support of wind enerey. However,
there must he environmentally sound development to halance the impact. Clearly,
there {s a need to conduct a Cumulative Environmental Impact Report to ldentify
the areas of prime wind enersy potential, before further rezoning occurs.

Sincerely,
7/

..7( ﬂ'ijc lle Jéz( &g

Georgette Theot!ig, S¥cretary

cc: L, D. Mlls, Puhlic Works Department
Clerk, Kern County Poard of Supervisors
Carlene Radanovich, Grand Jury
Scott Frazer, Soil Conservation Service
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@ Kern County @

BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT

- L. Dale Mills, Director

July 23, 1984

All Wind Famms

Subject: Requirements of the A-W Zone

"It has come to the attention of this department that the fencing and
osting Of warning. signs as required in Section 7186.3 of Article 20.2
éf“fﬁe Kérn County Zoning Ordinance (W-E Overlay) is being negléected

at many wind farms. "It is stressed that these aspects of wind famm con-
Struction must oe given high priority. Both fencing and signs should be
in place at the time of installation of the wind generators.

This letter is also a reminder that now is the time to prepare for the
reseeding requirement. The optimum planting time is from October 1l to
November 30. Such preparation should include the following:

°Finish grading

®Acquiring and/or modification of equipment

°Training of personnel (essential to good results)
°Purchasing and stockpiling seed, fertilizer and mulch

Due to the fact manpower, equipment and time will be in short supply
during the optimum planting time,. preparation for reseeding is essential
at this ctime.

(/s /;;75 e
Jaf£] yan Andel

Building Inspector I

JVA:ve 0(/‘7%
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Georgette Theotig, Secretary

P.O. Box 49
Tehachapi, Calif. 913361

Nov. 2' 1984

Mr, L, Dale Mills

Kern County Public Works Department
2601 O Street

Bakersfield, Calif.

Dear Mr. Mills:

I am writing to voice my strong support of wind farms {n Kern County
adhering to the newly revised Wind Energy Ordinance, The majdrity of the
Ad Hoc Committee and the ¥Xern County Wind Energy Association expressed support
of the revised ordinance, While the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club
e

opposed the revised the ‘
ecently

“TENTTSY 3 comMpreNensTve EIR, We ce fi
re-zonea Earce[s of land, — T
In light of public concern for prol:ection of neardby residences and the

environmnc, compliance with thHe new regulations {s very important and will

expec:ed.
e ————
Sincerely,

4 J
) o

e Theotlig, Secretary
Kern-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club
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- Qec 2eTC

Un-ted States e 370 Teachapi Field Office
Ceoartmant r;l‘ Cottnervitun: 120 rast Tehachaptl Boulevarsi
";' calture Sari »

Febachapi, WA 2156
MU /RSZ2-T 350N

October |, l9BR4

Mr. Charles K. Imbrevit, Chairman
California Enercy Commission

1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Imbrecht:

[ am writing to you regarding statements thac are contained in a recent letter
from your of fice to Mr. and Mrs. Van Rinkleo of Mojave. [ Specificallv, there is a
statement in your letter indicating that "Soil Conservation Service (SCS) has in-
Wind rarms (i vour atead and cound that those projects are in compli-
Jﬂfe WiLh SO1li manapement protections recommended by SCS and the Kern County wWind
éﬁgggy thrdinaace. TRlorLanatety 1 nol auree with thls statement. turther,

[ nave observed sertois a8 0 direct roesuit Ol wind eneryy devel-

vald

CLOSTON oe Lae

merlt - e e — ——
——————

Lt may be to vour lLienetit to review sume of the developments in Tehachapi

ersonaily. 1 am HBopelurl Tt 11 ol L qevetopmenl WorR presently occoringwill
éEET-StS'Ehd Kern Countv st.andards, liowever, [ felt it was important to inform vou
c;at the same could nut he aerurately portrayed of development that has occured to
JFTETOUTd you TelT we Thiwe Sonf e ot 5our information regarding SCS Inspectrons
and tindings

In addition, please note my attached letters to Mr. Hugh Riecken of the BLM

regarding SCS review of #LM prujects. We have not reviewed any project or project
plans for the BLM to dute.

If 1 can be of any further assistance, or if vou would like to ask any quest-

ions about SCS review of wind caerpy development, please do not hesitate to call
upon me.

Sincerely,

Scott Frazer

District Conservationist
SF/ibm

attachments

cu: w/o attachment, Ceradd Hillier, B1M, Riverside
w/oo attachment o Hasdy Bieohen, BEM RKiverside
W/ dttachment, Morvis Martin, SCH Fresoo
W/ rttachment, Al Davies, Fres.. Xora Coanty Wind Fnergy Assoc.
w/o attachment., Cieoun barnhiill, rors Connty Planniog Dept.,
w/o attachment, Jim Cilliams, R Riverside
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*ORNIA’ ENEﬁGY COMMISQION
HNTH STREET
ENTD CALIFORNIA 74014

1
i

November 7, 1944

Mr. Scott Frazer

Soil Conservation Service
120 East Tehachapi Blvd.
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Dear Mr. Frazer:

Thank you for your recent letter. | appreciate the concern you have
expressed regarding a statement [ made in a4 recent letter to Mr. and
Mrs. Van Burkelo indicating that the Soil Conservation Service had found
wind projects in the Tehachapi area to be in compliance with recommended
soil management protections.

As | now understand it, the Soil Conservation Service has not made such a

1 ing and remains concerned about the possibiiities for so1l erosion as a
H:rcn‘s'wtnu-?rugram“scarrv1nqx6atéd=%n“you*by*tefaphcne-—rNe~suurce—uf-eur-
tnformation concernlng the So1T Conservation Service s 11ndings was .the Kern

unty pPlanning NDepartment's \nterpretdt1on of your field office report,

"wind tnerqy Farmms Erosion Control Plan," prepared in February 1984, ¥We now
understand that this report wds designed to be a guideline for wind project
developers to mitigate erosion damage from future wind projects and was ngt,

intended to serve as the Soil Conservation's findings of compliance for any,

projects.

Based on your telephone conversation, Ms. Gray has indicated that you feel
the new wind energy ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on
October 8 is an improvement over previous erosion control measures in their
earlier wind energy ordinance. We share your hope that the provisions in
the new wind energy ordinance will provide increased protections against
soil erosion.

In the future, if we have any questions regarding the Soil Conservation
Service's views on any matter, we will contact you directly. [ hope I have
responded to your concerns. If you should have any further questions or
comments, please feel free to contact me. -

-

sy, 0 ),
o .
/({ZLJ.(D 1 /17t1-iéétld;

" CHARLES R. IMBRECHT
Chairman

cCc: Morris Martin, SCS Fresno
Al Davies, Kern County Wind Energy Association
Glenn Barnhill, Kern County Planning Department
\k* Mr. and Mrs. Van Burkelo
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Office Memorandum - KERN COUNTY - R

TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

File DATE:  Aprdl 19, 1985

'Jeff Van Andel L Telephone No.(805) 822-6329 -
Building Inspector I g S . B

g

Statua of Hachines of Cannon I & II

ft e i~
e ~ ¢}

Phnse'I' Phase II. Tatel Operable
| Storm Master 85 0 }as | 1
FOUR PERCENT : ' )
OPERABLE A\ R ' i -
i Century 0 62 ~§ 62 0
: Wind Tec - 1 s sl 6 5
o Total 86 67 153 6

STORM MASTERS -

®*24 sites are missing blades or generators
°Others have problems with the hub, yaw bearing and/or control panel
®All except one, have been switched off for several months to prevent them
from self destructing when they lose blades. They will probably remain
switched off until a stronger hub is designed. ‘ i
°If they were switched on, they might be able to get 30 running at the most

CENTURIES

°13 towers down and/or mxssing blades or turbines \ |
°8 missing umbilicals ‘(the wire harness between generator on top and the

control panel below) ' . .
" °A1l disconmnected from 480 volt line at two different points (at least) in
the control panel

;'Host control panels are missing parts, some are ccmpletely stripped




¥ “89 %

NTWN00d

814

-

' """"‘\KERN

GCOUNTY PUBLIGC WORKS DEPARTMENT L. DALE

WINDPARK NAME EROSION CONTROL PLAN| RE-SEEDING REQUIREMENTS [PROP RE-SEEDING SCHEDULE] ACT. RE-SEEDING 5(

DATE RECEIVED | DATE APPROVED] CUP - OR -~ ZC | RE-8SEEDING METHOD START DATE | COMPLETE DATE| DATE STARTED lousgc
B PER U.8.D.A. SOU. MAR. 1988

AIRTRICITY MAY 28, 1984 | anY 10, 1084 CUP 15-187 CONSERVATION OCTY. 16, 1884 DEC. 1, 1984 | APRIL
CANNON 142 JUNE 12, 1984 | JUNE 13, 1984 | CUP 14187 PER US.D.A. SOIL OCT. 1984 MAR 1985 - | MAR. 29, 1986 | APA.
CUP 18-107 CONSERVATION i
‘ PER W-8 ORDINANCE oc 8 MAR. 1985 AdarhovArees MAR

CANNON 3, 4a & 4b JUNE 12, 1984 | JUNE 13, 1984 zc T. 1984 1 -FEB. 8, 1905

CUP 8,10-198 .8.0. _

ZOND SYSTEM MAY 14, 1984 | OCT.2. 1984 | cin ot o0 1o “Ecgugg&:f&l { ON GOING RE-] BEEDING PAC

AMERICAN  WIND CUP 12,13-198 | NONE

ENERGY MAR 8, 1084 JULY 18, |oe.4 CUP 19.20.23- 198 ng&:&:}ﬂmoul DE(_B. 1904 DEC. 1984 DEC.4, 1004 DEC
CUP 11-188 - PER BIOTA REPORT : -
RIDGELINE / ESI) JAN 22. 1968 APA. 8, 1888 - APR. 22, 1985 | APR. 22, 10088 |
cp 14-198 | yone TR Ak ¥
ENERGY PROGRAMS /
ILLINOIS WIND DEC 4. 1984 DEG. 0. 1984 zc PER W-E ORDINANCE | MAR. 31, 1885 | MAR. 31, 19688 [MAR. 31, 1086 | APA.
o 17-107 PER PAJUELA PEAK . —
ARBUTUS (REV) JAN. 8, 1965] JAN. 18, 1986 CLP 19-187 VEGETATION REPORT | JAN. 28, 1086 MAR. 1985 OCT. 30, 1984 FER
, NONE
OAK CREEK CUP 7.8,10-198 | NONE
.12, . . REVEGETATE WITH : . . MAR.
ENERGY NOV 12, 1984 | NOV. 12,1984 |- ° O 17.26-188 SveaeT " NOV, 1984 MAR. 1985 NOV. 16, 1984 "
_ PER U.S.D.A. 0L _ ',

SIROCCO ENERGY| SEPT 24, 1984 | NOV. 11, 1984 | cup 18.31-108 CONSERVATION FEB. - MAR. 1985 ] FEB. ~MARL 1085 ThAKX —
WIND SOURCE NOv. 28, 1984 | DEC..13. 1984 zc PER W-E ORDINANCE FEB. 1988 FEB. 1985 MAR. 19, 1985 | MAR.
ZEPHYR PARK - | NOT REQUIRED GUP 16-198 NOT REQURED | NOTREQUIRED | == ———--=f —======- ==

CORAM NOV. 16, 1884 | NOV. 30, 1984 zc PEnw-eominmce JAN. 1983 JAN - FEB. 1985 | MAR. 21, 1805 MAR.
CALWIND AUQ. 20, 1984 | BEPT. 27, 19084 zc PER BIOTA REPORT FEB. 4, 1983 FEB. 7, 1984 FEB. 11, 1885 | MAR.
PAN PACIFIC NOT REQUIRED CUP 158-198 NOT REQUIRED NOTREQUIRED | = ——— == =] m e e == -——-
. REVEGETATE WITH . APRT
WINDLAND / TRIAD| wmMaY 3, 1984 JUNE 4, 1904 CUP 1-181 NATIVE s JAN -~ FEB. 1006 | JAN. - FEB. 1085 ] MAR 10,1985 | ..
o D " _ REVEGETATE WITH
FLOWIN (REV) JAN. 8, 1885] JAN !a. 1008 CuR 1-181 NATIVE s JAN 1088 JAN. & 1986 OC¥V. 20, 1984 FEB.
G & G WIND DEC. 11, 1884 DEG. 11, 1084 zc PER W-E ORDINANCE | JAN. - FEB. 1986 | JAN - FEB. 1085 | MAR. 18, 1088 | Man
WINDRIDG »
Wilr:.LOWINEDI OCT. 0, 1984 NOV. 8, 1084 2c PER W-2 DRDINANCE NOV. 1984 MAR. 1988 FEB. 27, 1885 ¥
o3 PER U.8.D.A. BOIL W
CAMERON HILLS NOT aecslxo e ———————— zc CONSERVATION NOT RECEIVED
AWAITING A8 -~ GRADED DEVELOPER NOTIFIED TO SUBMIT GRADING PLAN, DEVELOPER NOTWIED
-7 ry RESEEDING PLAN A SCHEDULE, REPORT FILED WITH BOARD WAN  RepOAT FLED WITH |

CENTIFICATION FROM ENGINEER.

SR

DEVELOPER NOTWIED



PUBLIC WORKS &
COUNTY SURVEYOR

2801 " 0" Street
Bakeretieid. California
93301

L. DALE MILLS

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
COUNTY SURVEYOR
DIRECTOR OF BUILDING INBPECTION

COUNTY ROAD COMMISBIONER

File: 11550.9

Teliephone
(808) 861-2401

May 17, 1985

. CERTIFIED #635762
\_/

Mr. Ted Wyman
Windridge/Willowind Windpark
406 E. Tehachapi, CA 93561

Dear Mr. Wyman:

RE: As-Graded Certification for Windridge/Willowind
Windpark (Grading Permit #30958-8)

It appears that the reseeding has been completed on the subject
windpark; however, our landscape architect (Mr. Tim Nord) cannot
complete the first phase of the seeding certification process until he
receives copies of your daily seeding reports and the grading has been
properly certified. It is requested that you provide Mr. Nord with the
necessary reports and your engineer provide the Planning Department and
Building Inspection Division with the As-Graded Plans and Grading
Certification. (Please note that approval of the plans and
certification by Planning is required prior to acceptance of these
documents by Building Inspection.)

_If the matter is not resolved within twenty (20) days after receipt of

this letter, it is our intention to recommend to the Board af
Supervisors that no additional building permits be issued until the
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Ted Wyman
March 22, 1985
Page 2

orts and grading certification have been provided in
_accordance with our request..

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact this office.

Very Artly yours,

—

L. DA
Director
LOM:WDT:cc
DRAIN
cc: A1l Supervisors
County Administrative Office
Attn: Ms. Mary Weddell
“Grand Jury
Planning Department
Attn: Mr. Glenn Barnhill
Building Inspection
Attn: Mr. Gene QOlcott
Nord Landscaping Company
Patrick & Henderson Engineering Company



Ceorgette [heotim, Secretary
P.C. Rox 49
Tehachapi, Calif. 93%61

May 27, 1985

Kern County Planning Department
Cnvironmental Analysis Division
1103 Golden State Ave,
Bakersfield, California 93301

Dear Sir:

-The following are the comments of the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra
Club in remard to the Proposed Negative Declaration for Windsource, Zone Change
Case No, 4, Map 168, After reviewing the information in the Proposed Negative
Declaration, we must oppose this gone change from A-l to A-WE for the following

reasons:

1) First, wve maintain that no further zone chanees occur until the Master
Environmental Assessment being conducted hy the county is complete,

2) As ststed in the remarks, the project site has”“marginal®to "good" wind
resource potential, We maintain that only "excellent" wind resource potential
sites be developed to justify the loss of rich hahitat and open space,

3) "frosion potential ranges from moderate to very high, Cache Creek Rural
Community is located approximately one mile east.” A considerable portion of the
site l{es in natural waterways,

4) Native plant transplantati{on of protected species found on the site s
offered as a mitigation measure, How effective is the transplantatifon of protected
species?

5) Several species found on the site have a protected status, The further
reduction of prime habitat for a marginally located wind farm serves neither the
best interest of the wildlife nor the wind industry,

In conclusion, we wish to again emphasize our support of wind energy. However,
there must be environmentally sound development to balance the impact, The Master
Environmental Assessment may give a total picture from which to base future planning
of wind development, We encourage a stop on zone changes unt{l this study {s

complete,
Syncerely, :

~ Georgette Theotig, Secretary

ce: L.D. Mills, Public Works Department
Clerk, Kern County Board of Supervisors
Carlene Radanovich, Grand Jury _66- DOCUMENT #20
Scott Frazer, Soil Conservation Service
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At wind farms |

-

Conservation district demands enforcement of erosion cc

BORON — The Eastern Kern Coun- that they’re not following up on miti-  “’I’'m not against alternate energy,” hand, inc
ty Resource Conservation District, the gation mesures. Basically it's just o~ Nmm the sale.
president of which, William Nelson, is  press on the Board of Supervisors ber of the distiict board. But when you ~ kind of th
a Boron resident, has sent a letter to _something.” uild something Tike thi here are —even thin
the Kern County Board of Supervisors ™ Nefson said that the district directors condifions set 1orth jn the permits, Distrib
complaining about lack of compliance are concerned about the possible con- those conditions should 4 decided r
with erosion control measures by wind sequences of a wet winter this year. ~ INelson, who WOTKS as a c%emlsl at In Califor
farms in the area between Tehachapi He pointed out that the wind farmers the Rocket Propulsion Laboratory near  one possi
and Mojale. re supposed to reseed the hillside here, said, “We decided at our last Nelson

The letter mentioned Oak Creek %Tﬁmm meeting that we thought a letter to the the distric
Energy, American Wind and several %ﬁﬁmmmh?“tmard would be appropriate, that for the fu
other new projects and urged the grasse 8A——. they're letting these things come in  nual edus
county to take all necessary actions to  —Tocal residents T~ one after another and they’re not tak- children
prevent further developments until all ‘(he pastwhenheavy Tais-Frave washed ing the proper conservation measures _ seventh g
the disturbed areas are treated. “Mmluen info the permits.”  uted toth

“We were rather concerned about Wm& f On a different topic, the conserva- lheyear-
Wmmn salely hiazard —tion district’s windbreak tree sale is The bo

ﬂ%ﬁfﬂ%‘%. : Wﬁ%ﬁj [ T Thiststhes _continuing. Nelson said that about soil usag
“We reques county require ’mﬁfm*imwmmo trees have been ordered in the  natural re
these people 16 ply withrthe-er—~<ment is intended (o help prevent. — — Inyokern area. He said that the district  the compg

© vironmental laWs gnd the conservar Te— ——iTd will take orders this year, buy a snnll . .addiagth
{ion Taws to con(fol The erostonthat—  Nelson pointed out that Oak Creek number of trees above the amount ferent on
comes fro g up thedesertto— Energy’s wind park is partly within the ordered and have them available as year so tl
build thesethings™ - bounds of the EKCRCD and partly in extras for sale at the distribution points.  mentary
U's nOT T OppUtition to wind farm-  the Tehachapi Resource Conservation  He stressed the fact that there will  he or she

ing,”" he continued, “’but a complaint District. not be many of these extra trees on in some



